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Nonparticipation or different styles of participation? Alternative interpretations from Taking Part  
Mark Taylor 
Abstract 
Since the Taking Part Survey began collecting data in England in 2005/06, it has become the 
dominant source of information on participation and its relationship with social stratification. 
Existing work that investigates domains of state-supported culture constructs narratives of 
ŽĨƚĞŶůĂƌŐĞŐƌŽƵƉƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ “ŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ?ŝŶĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?dŚĞƐĐŽƉĞŽĨƚŚĞdĂŬŝŶŐWĂƌƚ
survey provides for analysis of formal culture to be combined with analysis of other everyday 
activities; this allows us to identify not ŽŶůǇǁŚĂƚĞůƐĞƚŚŽƐĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ?ĂƌĞ
ĚŽŝŶŐ ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚŽƐĞ “ŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ?ĂƌĞĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŽƚŚĞƌƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?hƐŝŶŐĨŝǀĞ
waves of Taking Part data, I use hierarchical cluster analysis on 90 variables to identify 
relationships between variables, and use kmeans cluster analysis to identify distinct patterns 
of participation in a wide range of activities. The analysis suggests, consistent with other 
work, that about 8.7% of the English population is highly engaged with state-supported forms 
of culture, and that this fraction is particularly well-off, well-educated and white. Over half of 
the population has fairly low levels of engagement with state-supported culture but is 
nonetheless busy with everyday culture and leisure activities activities, such as pubs, 
shopping, darts, and gardening. Only about 11% of the population is detached from 
mainstream pastimes and social events outside of watching television. The results challenge 
the basis on which policies seeking to manage cultural and leisure participation are made: 
current policies aimed at increasing participation in state-sanctioned activities are likely to 
target those with already busy cultural lives. 
This work was supported by AHRC Connected Communities Large Project funding under Grant <number 
AH/J005401/1>. 
Introduction  
Market segmentation exercises in England are common in the state-supported cultural sector. These 
exercises categorise the adult population into groups according to their engagement with activities 
provided by the sector, generating implicit hierarchies between high and low levels of engagement. 
However, these exercises are not the only way to group people based on their participation. How 
different would a picture of participation look if different activities were incorporated, not just those 
activities supported by the state via cultural funding? The recent history of market segmentation 
exercises shows them using fairly similar data to one another in order to understand how audiences 
for the state-supported ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƐĞĐƚŽƌ ?ƐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚǀĂƌŝĞƐ ?ǁŝƚŚƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇŵŝŶŽƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
models. In the research discussed here, the aim is to investigate a wider range of activities in order 
to understand to what extent the picture drawn by these models is partial, and how much variation 
is masked by categories ůŝŬĞ “ƐŽŵĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ “ůŝƚƚůĞŝĨĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?dŚŝƐĨŝƚƐŝŶƚŽĂůĂƌŐĞƌ
project
1
, of which one part is to use quantitative data that has already been collected to understand 
participation more broadly, alongside using qualitative methods to understand the importance of 
detail and of the local in participation (Miles and Gibson, this issue).  
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 'Understanding Everyday Participation: Articulating Cultural Values', 
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While quantitative research on cultural participation has existed for a long time, with detailed one-
off surveys (eg Cultural Capital and Social Exclusion [Bennett et al., 2008]) and banks of participation 
questions in larger surveys (eg some waves of the British Household Panel Survey [Institute for Social 
and Economic Research, 2010]), in England opportunities to do detailed work have increased since 
the launch of the Taking Part Survey (TPS). Data was collected for the first time in 2005/06 
[Department for Culture, Media and Sport, 2006], with a sample size in this wave of around 26,000, 
ĂŶĚǁŝƚŚĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐŽŶƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ-supported cultural sector, in 
addition to in other activities. Around this same time, following a report from the Department for 
Culture, Media, and Sport (DCMS), the Culture and Sport Evidence Programme (CASE) synthesised 
and built on the academic literature on cultural consumption, both in sociology where there is a long 
history following Bourdieu [1984], and in other disciplines (see Cooper [2012] for a full description). 
Using the TPS data, Arts Council England (ACE) developed its own segmentation tool, Arts Audiences: 
Insight, launched in 2008 and refreshed in 2011 [Arts Council England, 2008, 2011]. This tool uses 
cluster analysis, based on variables in TPS around the state-supported cultural sector, classifying the 
ĂĚƵůƚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂƐ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ? ? “ƐŽŵĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ “ŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ? ?ǁŝƚŚ ?A? ?
68%, and 23% of the population in each. These classifications are then broken down into 13 groups, 
ĨƌŽŵ “ƵƌďĂŶĂƌƚƐĞĐůĞĐƚŝĐ ?ĂŶĚ “ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůĐƵůƚƵƌĞǀƵůƚƵƌĞƐ ?ŽŶŽŶĞĞŶĚ ?ƚŽ “ŽůĚĞƌĂŶĚŚŽŵĞ-ďŽƵŶĚ ?
ĂŶĚ “ůŝŵŝƚĞĚŵĞĂŶƐ ?ŶŽƚŚŝŶŐĨĂŶĐǇ ?ŽŶƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƚĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞ ?ƌĞůĞĂƐĞĚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ
report effectively incorporating segmentation [Bunting et al., 2008]. This report, a collaboration with 
ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƐ ?ĂůƐŽƵƐĞĚĂƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇƐŵĂůůƐĞƚŽĨǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞƐĞǁĞƌĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚŝŶƚŽ “ĚŽŵĂŝŶƐ ? P
theatre, dance and cinema; visual arts, museums, festivals and street arts; and music. This work 
ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚƚŚĞĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬŽĨĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐŽŶĂ ? ? ? ?ƐƵƌǀĞǇ ? “ƌƚƐŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚƐƵƌǀĞǇ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚĨĂƌ
fewer variables (and was the subject of a large research programme: see Chan and Goldthorpe 
[2005, 2007a,b,c,d]). It used similar conceptual language to sociological debates on cultural 
consumption, investigating so-ĐĂůůĞĚ “ŽŵŶŝǀŽƌŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ? ?ŽƌŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ?ŝŶĂŶĚĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƐĞĚŽŵĂŝŶƐ
within the state-supported cultural sector
2
. This ACE report involved classifying 57% of the 
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶĂƐ “ůŝƚƚůĞŝĨĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐ ? ? 
These approaches focused on measuring patterns of attendance with particular kinds of state-
supported culture, and have been very successful: they have been adopted across the cultural sector 
more broadly as a way of increasing knowledge of how people in England engage with the arts, 
developing new strategies for increasing audience size, and informing marketing strategies [5]. 
However, in focusing only on participation in state-supported culture the models are inevitably 
limited in scope. In what follows, I ask: What kind of model would be an alternative, and who would 
it be useful for?  
It is particularly noteworthy that while the move from the 2001 Arts in England survey to TPS 
presented the opportunity to look at participation in a far wider range of activities than before, due 
to the survey itself being a longer document, this ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚƚĂŬĞŶ ?As the authors of the 2008 ACE 
report acknowledged: 
                                                          
2
 For an introduction to the omnivore thesis, see Peterson and Kern [1996], and for a summary of 
problems with its use, particularly cross-nationally, see Peterson [2005]; the omnivore thesis has been 
summarised extensively in sociology and beyond (eg Savage and Gayo [2011], Rossman and Peterson 
[2015], Lopez Sintas and Garcia Alvarez [2004], Jarvinen et al. [2014]), and I will not reproduce 
another summary here. 
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By analysing attendance and participation patterns across a range of cultural, sport and leisure 
activities we can better understand the extent to which people have opportunities to 
experience the arts beyond the established forms that typically receive public funds. This may 
lead us to consider whether public money could be used in the future to support arts activities 
and experiences of a very different nature. [Bunting et al., 2008, 69]  
 
Yet most work subsequently conducted on this survey has strongly resembled more recent versions 
of the limited 2001 survey in terms of its focus, failing to interrogate the wider range of activities 
now available for analysis in order to investigate differences in participation styles beyond the state-
supported cultural sector. While Bunting et al authors acknowledge that is possible to use TPS data 
to understand whether activities and experiences of a very different nature could be investigated, 
and that such investigation might lead to transform current funding regimes, his is not explored in 
their report, and has not been explored since.
3
  By doing so here, the aim is to move beyond those 
ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽĂƌĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ? ?and to understand the variations in participation styles among 
ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽŚĂǀĞ “ƐŽŵĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?ŽƌĞǀĞŶĂƌĞ “ŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ? ?dŚŝƐǁŝůůĂůůŽǁĂ
platform to critically assess how far current regimes reflect current practices. In order to do this, I 
will address the following four specific questions:  
1. How many people are active in ways that are not incorporated in other analyses?  
2. What fraction of the population can be classified as nonparticipants?͒ 
3. Does the fraction of people classified as highly active change?͒ 
4. How does the social composition of different patterns of participation vary?  
2 Analysis  
I use the same source data as much previous academic and cultural sector research above. The 
Taking Part Survey [Department for Culture, Media and Sport, 2006-2011] (TPS) is an annual face-to-
ĨĂĐĞƐƵƌǀĞǇŽĨĂĚƵůƚƐŝŶŶŐůĂŶĚ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ “ƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƵƌǀĞǇŽĨĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ůĞŝƐƵƌĞĂŶĚƐƉŽƌƚ ?
[Department for Culture, Media and Sport, 2006]. The first wave of the survey had around 26,000 
respondents; more recent waves have had around 10,000.  
The format of the questionnaire is more-or-less the same across the waves used. After providing 
ĚĞƚĂŝůƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝƌŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?ƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ
is about so-ĐĂůůĞĚ “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?(18 in 2005-06): respondents are presented with a list of 
activities, and asked which ones they do in their free time. Subsequently, respondents are presented 
ǁŝƚŚŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚďĂŶŬƐŽĨĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŐƌŽƵƉĞĚŝŶƚŽ “ĂƌƚƐƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?ĂƌƚƐ
aƚƚĞŶĚĂŶĐĞ ? ?ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ W visiting libraries, visiting heritage sites, and so on. 
Respondents are then asked similarly detailed questions about their participation in different sports. 
These questions are followed by further detail on their participation in the state-supported cultural 
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 The most heavily-used model now, The Audience Agency [2014], incorporates more information 
but the activities are largely the same as in Arts Council England [2008].  
 4 
sector, and the survey finishes with demographic questions
4
. The questions about free time activities 
 W those same activities omitted from much analysis of cultural participation  W are less detailed than 
ƚŚŽƐĞŽŶŽƚŚĞƌĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚŵĂǇƉůĂǇĂ ?ǁĂƌŵ-ƵƉ ?ƌŽůĞŝŶƚŚĞƐƵƌǀĞǇ ? 
While the survey is available until the 2013/14 wave, here I limit myself to the waves 2005/06 to 
2008/09, and 2010/11. This is because the 2009/10 wave was shorter and contained fewer variables, 
and subsequent to the 2010/11 wave the survey sample changed so that half of the respondents 
each year had responded to earlier waves of the survey I do not use subsequent waves, to ensure 
that all observations are independent, nor do I use the 2009/10 wave, in order to maximise the 
number of variables in the model.
5
  
The analytical strategy is to adopt a similar modeling framework to that used in Arts Audiences: 
Insight [Arts Council England, 2008], while adding additional variables. This will generate an 
alternative segmentation model that includes activities outside of the state-supported cultural 
sector. This model will ĞŶĂďůĞƵƐƚŽŝŶƚĞƌƌŽŐĂƚĞǁŚĂƚƐĞŐŵĞŶƚƐ “ůŽŽŬůŝŬĞ ? W whether the key 
differences are just between those who are highly engaged in the state-supported sector and those 
ǁŚŽĂƌĞŶ ?ƚ ?ŽƌǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŽƚŚĞƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂƉƉĞĂƌŵŽƌĞĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů ?It will also help us to better 
identify the relative size of particular segments and, of particular interest to the research project 
that sponsored this analysis (see Note 1), how large the fraction of people who might be described 
ĂƐ “ŶŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ŝƐǁŚĞŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĂƌĞƚĂŬĞŶŝŶƚŽĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ?dŚŝƐŶĞǁŵŽĚĞů
therefore incorporates not only the arts participation variables used in other ACE models, but also 
variables relating to attendance at museums, heritage sites and libraries; sport participation; 
ǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚďǇdW^ĂƐ “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ? ?dŽƉƵƚŝƚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌǁĂǇ ?ƚŚŝƐƚĂŬĞƐ
advantage of the variables introduced in TPS, in a way that the model does not simply represent an 
updated version of analysis of the Arts in England survey.  
The specific analytical strategy involves three steps. As the overall number of activities is large (90), 
the first step is a data reduction exercise on variables to generate scales  W due to technical 
limitations this is done in two steps, with sports analysed separately from other variables. The 
second step is to conduct cluster analysis on these derived scales, in order to generate segments of 
the population based on their participation. I use cluster analysis rather than any other classification 
in order for this analysis to be as similar methodologically as possible to work like that in Arts Council 
England [2008]: I am using the same data, and the same techniques, so that the only thing that 
differs between the analyses is the choice of variables used. Finally, as in Arts Audiences: Insight and 
other segmentation exercises, I investigate how these clusters vary in size, in constituent activities, 
and by other relevant characteristics in order to ask whether it is still the case that the most active 
ŐƌŽƵƉƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĂĨĨůƵĞŶƚ ?ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽƚŚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ “ĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶǁŚĂƚ ? ?ŚĂƐ
changed.
6
  
                                                          
4
 The details of this vary by wave; for example, some waves include questions on participDQWV¶
gambling, visits to royal parks, and so on, but this broad structure is consistent.  
5
 The questionnaire has been changed and refined over the period it has existed; it is possible to 
analyse even more variables at the cost of fewer cases. 
6
 Analyses are done with Stata 13 [StataCorp LLC, 2013]; the hierarchical cluster analysis with the 
user-written program hcavar [Hardouin, 2012].  
 5 
2.1 Descriptive statistics  
Very few arts or sporting activities have more than a small fraction of the population participating; 
the main exceptions are reading for pleasure, watching films at the cinema, and visiting heritage 
sites, with more than half the population doing each. By far the most popular activity classed as 
participation is reading for pleasure, with 64% of the population doing it at all, and 57% doing it 
frequently, although other than this the numbers are vastly lower. Sports-wise, the most popular 
activities are indoor swimming and health/fitness/gym, at barely 15% of the population. 
dŚŽƐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƐƵƌǀĞǇĂƐ “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ? ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ĂƌĞŵŽƌĞĞǀĞŶůǇĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚ ? ? ?A?ŽĨ
the population spends time on the joint least popular activities  W voluntary work and video games  W 
while if these were including in the designation of cultural participation, they would be second only 
to reading for pleasure. These numbers are dwarfed by other informal activities, such as eating out 
at restaurants (67%) and spending time with friends (92%).  
Full details of levels of participation in all of these activities are available in online Appendix A: table 
 ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ?ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ƚĂďůĞ ?ƚŚŽƐĞŝŶƚŚĞĂƌƚƐĂƚƚĞŶĚĂŶĐĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?
table 5 those in the arts participation, and miscellaneous attendance, sections; and table 6 those in 
the sporting activity section.  
2.2 Hierarchical cluster analysis of variables  
Table 1 shows how sports are contained within clusters, and table 2 describes the membership of 
clusters of variables, based on hierarchical cluster analysis. In each case, the second column lists the 
activities that have been grouped together, while the first column is a name that has been allocated 
to the group that describes its contents. Hierarchical cluster analysis does not assume particular 
numbers of clusters, instead it generates a dendogram of correlations between variables, containing 
Pearson proximities (on the x-axis of the dendogram) which indicate similarities of activities based 
on overlap between individuals. Based on these dendograms, I have allocated activities to groups 
based both on Pearson proximities, and on the basis of face value internal coherence to the 
activities, in order that groups are similar sizes as far as possible. To put it more simply, activities 
which have people in common are grouped together. This has meant, for example, that wood crafts, 
gardening, and DIY have been grouped together in spite of having larger Pearson proximity scores 
than other variables; however, these activities are more closely correlated with each other than with 
any others. The dendograms are available at Appendix B.  
Table 1 about here 
The TPS questionnaire draws a distinction between participation and attendance, and that 
distinction ŝƐůĂƌŐĞůǇƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ?dŚĞ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?ĂŶĚ “ĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌƐĐŽŶƐŝƐƚ
ŽŶůǇŽĨĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ “ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?ďĂŶŬŽĨƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞǀĞŶƚƐ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐ
ŽŶůǇŽĨĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ “ĂƚƚĞŶĚĂŶĐĞ ?ďĂŶŬŽĨƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?tŚile one might expect that singing to an 
audience might be in the same cluster as going to see other people singing for an audience, this is 
not the case; while these activities are not as far apart in terms of Pearson proximities as (for 
example) going to the opera and playing video games, the difference is still relatively stark. However, 
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there is one exception here PƚŚĞ “ĚĂŶĐĞ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ ?ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇĚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌ
dance are relatively highly correlated with having done dance and ballet.  
WĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƐƚƌŝŬŝŶŐĐůƵƐƚĞƌŝƐ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞǀĞŶƚƐ ? ?While some segmentation exercises consisting 
exclusively of these variables (or fewer), here, these variables are most usefully understood as being 
distinct from the others in the data, with a segmentation based on these alone carving up relatively 
ĨĞǁ ?ƐŝŵŝůĂƌƉĞŽƉůĞ ?dŚŝƐĐůƵƐƚĞƌĐĂŶďĞĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚǁŝƚŚĞ “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĨƵŶ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐŽĨ
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ?ďĂƚĐŚŽĨƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? “ĨƌĞĞƚŝŵĞ ?ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐĂƌĞŶŽƚĞǆĐůƵƐŝǀĞůǇ
gƌŽƵƉĞĚƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ PƚŚĞ “ŚŽŵĞŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌĐŽŵďŝŶĞƐƚŚĞƐĞǁŝƚŚĂǀĂƌŝĂďůĞĨƌŽŵĂƌƚƐ
participation (wood crafts). Meanwhile, table 1 again shows relatively coherent clusters of sports, 
overlapping with the constructed variables in Reeves [2012].  
These clusters of variables were then used to generate scales based on the estimated numbers of 
times respondents participated in each activity  W per month for sport, and per year for everything 
else, due to the differences in phrasing in the questions. Due to the ambiguities in response 
categories  W someone participating in an activity  “ĂƚůĞĂƐƚŽŶĐĞĂǁĞĞŬ ?ŵŝŐŚƚďĞĚŽŝŶŐŝƚĂŐƌĞĂƚ
deal more than that, and the free time variables do not offer any information about frequency, just 
whether participants do them or not  W estimates of overall participation in groups of activities 
contain moderate levels of uncertainty. However, owing to the hierarchical clustering, these scales 
can be treated as reasonable estimates of participation in the main different groups of activities 
measured in the survey.  
2.3 kmeans cluster analysis of cases  
The second stage of analysis is to estimate a similar segmentation exercise to those used by the 
cultural sector, using the derived scales instead of a smaller set of activities, in order to understand 
how using a wider set of variables influences the representation of differences in participation. To do 
this, I use kmeans cluster analysis, the same technique used in Arts Audiences: Insight. Specifically, 
this was conducted using the cluster command in Stata 13; run twenty times for different numbers 
of clusters, with up to a million iterations for each. The clustering solutions were generally identical 
for the lower numbers of clusters; where this was not the case I report the highest score of all 
attempts. Figure 1, made with ggplot [Wickham, 2009] shows the Calinski-Harabasz pseudo-F scores 
[Calinski and Harabasz, 1974] for each of these. Clustering solutions with higher pseudo-F scores 
indicate clusters that are more coherent, and distinct from each other; in the absence of local 
maxima the standard approĂĐŚŝƐƚŽƐĞůĞĐƚƚŚĞƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƚƚŚĞ “ĞůďŽǁ ?Žƌ “ŬŶĞĞ ?ŽĨƚŚĞĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ?
here, I choose the 8-ĐůƵƐƚĞƌƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŝƚŝƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂŵŽĚĞůǁŝƚŚĨĂƌŵŽƌĞ “ƚǇƉĞƐ ?
as in the geodemographic models described above
7
.  
Figure 1 about here 
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 I have compared the following results with other solutions, including those at the 4- and 6-cluster 
solutions, and other 8-cluster solutions with lower pseudo-F scores. Among 8-cluster solutions results 
are largely similar; the 6-cluster solution is similar to the 8-cluster solution, with a single cluster 
FRQVWLWXWLQJWKHPHPEHUVKLSRIWKH³KRPHDQGLQIRUPDO´DQG³WYYLHZHUV´FOXVWHUVDQGDQRWKHURIWKH
³GLYHUVHLQWHUHVWV´DQG³ILWQHVVIDQDWLFV´FOXVWHUV 
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Appendix C reports the distributions of all scales derived in the previous section in each cluster, with 
table 8 summarising the scores for the sporting scales and table 7 those of the other scales; table 9 
describes demographic characteristics of these clusters. The latter are summarised in figure 2: this 
contains the mean scores on four sports scales, six other activity scales, and six demographic items. 
The names for the clusters are based on their average scores on the scales used to construct them; 
the ŽƌĚĞƌŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶĂƌŽƵŐŚƌĂŶŬŝŶŐŽĨŚŽǁƚŚĞǇŵŝŐŚƚďĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ
under analysis only on traditional cultural variables.  
Figure 2 about here 
dŚĞĞŝŐŚƚĐůƵƐƚĞƌƐĂƌĞĂůůĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚĨƌŽŵĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌ ?tŚŝůĞƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ represents a 
minority of people highly engaged in the arts, at 8.7% of the population it is very similar to the 9% in 
ƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ?ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐŝŶArts Audiences: Insight and is likely to resemble the same people, 
the remaining seven clusters are also meaningfully distinct from each other in ways that are not 
ĐůĞĂƌŝŶŽƚŚĞƌƐĞŐŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞƐ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? “ĨŝƚŶĞƐƐĨĂŶĂƚŝĐƐ ?ĂƌĞĂŶĞǆƚƌĞŵĞůǇĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚŝǀĞ
group, with enormously high participation in fitness and very high participation in almost all other 
sports (excluding park sports and equipment sports) ? “ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?ĂƌĞǀĞƌǇĂĐƚŝǀĞŝŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů
leisure and in /zĂŶĚŐĂƌĚĞŶŝŶŐ ?ďŽƚŚ “ƐŽĐŝĂďůĞƐƉŽƌƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ “ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ?ƐĐŽƌĞŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞůǇ
highly on several different items, likely to be ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ “ƐŽŵĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?ŝŶArts Audiences: 
Insight, but very different from each other on their engagement with informal leisure. Meanwhile, 
ƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞŐƌŽƵƉƐůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ “ŶŽƚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚ ?ƵŶĚĞƌArts Audiences: insight  W 
 “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĨƵŶ ? ? “ŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ? ?ĂŶĚ “dsǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ? W are also meaningfully distinct from each 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ?ǁŝƚŚ “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĨƵŶ ?scoring moderate on the items in the informal leisure scale, and on more 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƉƵďƐƉŽƌƚƐ ? “ŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ?ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞŽŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůůĞŝƐƵƌĞ
ĂŶĚŚŽŵĞŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?ďƵƚŶŽƚƐƉŽƌƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ “dsǀŝĞǁ ƌƐ ?ƚŚĞůŽǁĞƐƚŽŶĂůŵŽƐƚĂůůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ
save for time watching TV, where they are the highest. 
As with research focusing exclusively on the state-supported cultural sector, there is a clear 
relationship between cluster membership and measures of social position. When groups are ordered 
ƌŽƵŐŚůǇĨƌŽŵŚŝŐŚĞƐƚƚŽůŽǁĞƐƚŽŶ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞǀĞŶƚƐ ?ĂŶĚ “ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ?, the fraction of members in 
NS-SEC classes 1 and 2 and with university degrees decreases almost monotonically, with the 
ĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ĨŝƚŶĞƐƐĨĂŶĂƚŝĐƐ ?. TŚĂƚƐĂŝĚ ?ƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌŝƐǁĂǇŽƵƚŝŶĨƌŽŶƚ ?ǁŝƚŚ “ĨŝƚŶĞƐƐ
ĨĂŶĂƚŝĐƐ ? ? “ƐŽĐŝĂďůĞƐƉŽƌƚǇ ? ? “ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽďďŝĞƐ ? ?ĂŶĚ “ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ?ĐůŽƐĞƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?as with 
 “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĨƵŶ ? ? “ŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ? ?ĂŶĚ “dsǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ĂůƐŽĐůŽƐĞƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?KƚŚĞƌĚĞŵŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐ
ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐĂƌĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ĐůƵƐƚĞƌ ?ƚŚĞŵĞĂŶĂŐĞ
increases almost monotonically as groups go from higher to lower engagement with state-supported 
culture. Other variables distinguish the clusters less well; for example gender differences are not 
ĞŶŽƌŵŽƵƐ ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞǀĞƌǇŵĂůĞ “ĨŝƚŶĞƐƐĨĂŶĂƚŝĐƐ ?ŐƌŽƵƉ ?
3 Discussion  
The answer to the primary reseaƌĐŚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ? “ŚŽǁĚŽĞƐƚŚĞƉŝĐƚƵƌĞŽĨƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶĐŚĂŶŐĞǁŚĞŶ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐĂƌĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ? ? ?ŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉŝĐƚƵƌĞŝƐƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĞĚ ?tŚĞƌĞŝŶŽƚŚĞƌ
studies the focus is on small differences in participation in small numbers of activities, here, while 
these differences persist, greater differences exist in activities that have not been incorporated 
before, identifying large differences between groups that have previously been combined.  
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The results here do not contradict work that focuses on a limited set of activities: if anything, the 
fraction of people estimated here to be engaged with the state-supported cultural sector is higher 
ƚŚĂŶŝŶŽƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚŝƚŝƐǁŽƌƚŚŶŽƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ? ? ?ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĞǀĞŶƚƐ ?
clustĞƌƉĞƌǇĞĂƌ ?ĂƐƚŚĞ “ŚŝŐŚůǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ŐƌŽƵƉĚŽĞƐ ?ŵŝŐŚƚŶŽďĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚƚŽďĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ
 “ŵĞƚƌŽĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ?Žƌ “ǀŽƌĂĐŝŽƵƐ ?ĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ ?ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ? ? 
dŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƚŽƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ? ? “ǁŚĂƚĨƌĂĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶcan be classified as nonparticiƉĂŶƚƐ ? ? ?
ĐĂŶďĞůĂƌŐĞůǇĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ “dsǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ŐƌŽƵƉ ?ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ? ?A?ŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ, although even 
this might be misleading as this group is still engaged with culture, albeit almost exclusively via the 
television set. As with other work, it is still possible that this is an overestimate: while this model 
ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐƚŽŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂůůĞŐĞĚŶŽŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ?ĂĐƚƵĂů
participation, these additional variables do not capture all activity: a voracious photographer, who 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞĚ “ŶĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŽĂƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŽǁŵƵĐŚƚŝŵĞƐŚĞƐƉĞŶƚ “ƚĂŬŝŶŐƉŚŽƚŽŐƌĂƉŚƐĨŽƌĂƌƚŝƐƚŝĐ
ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ ?ŵŝŐŚƚĞŶĚƵƉŝŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ? 
Question 1, around people who are active in ways not incorporated in other analyses, can be 
answered by looking at some of the groups classified as having relatively only limited engagement in 
ƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐůǇĨƵŶĚĞĚƐĞĐƚŽƌ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐ “ƐŽĐŝĂďůĞƐƉŽƌƚǇ ? ? “ƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚ “ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ? ?
These groups, forming a full third of the sample between them, are moderately active in a wide 
range of activities including those with a clear structure, such as playing sports and gardening.  
Incorporating the groups  “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůĨƵŶ ?ĂŶĚ “ŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂů ? ?ǁŚŽƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞůĞƐƐ ŝŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ
activities but are moderately active in more informal activities, the groups who might be classified as 
active in this model but not elsewhere rises to above two thirds of the population. To put it another 
way, analysis limited to the cultural sector suggests that a majority of the population is culturally 
inactive; the new model developed here suggests that only a small minority are, and the size of that 
small minority is still likely to be exaggerated.  
Question 4, on the demographic profiles of different groups, suggests that other indicators of social 
inequality are as salient in this model as they are in those of the cultural sector. The most privileged 
are the most active; the least privileged and those without children and partners are the least active. 
However, these relationships are not always straightforward: the oldest group is the least active, 
while the third oldest group is the most active.  
What is implied by these results? Both academic and policy research tends to qualify its results by 
stating that it is ůŽŽŬŝŶŐŽŶůǇĂƚƉĂƌƚƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐůŝǀĞƐ PƚŚĞƐĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƚŚŝƐƚŽďĞƚƌƵĞ ?ĂŶĚ
suggest that further exploration of engagement in a wide range of activities could be developed. 
Particularly, when work is being done in the context of public funding, such as Arts Audiences: 
Insight, it is important to point out that differences between participation styles in the state-
supported cultural sector only form part of the story. In order to further explore engagement, it is 
possible to use techniques such as cluster analysis in the framework of participation types, as well as 
alternative approaches such as multiple factor analysis (see Leguina and Miles, forthcoming in the 
second volume of this special issue) in order to compensate for the in-built bias towards particular 
types of activity.  
While the analysis presented here has indicated particular dividing lines between groups, these lines 
are still based on a survey which is largely focused on activities provided by the state-supported 
sector, both culture and sport. The results of this analysis indicate that some of the key points of 
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demarcation are around more informal activities. However, when one considers the detail of 
questions around different fields, clear differences emerge  W for example, comparing the numbers of 
questions around video games (one) with those around dance (six) indicated a major imbalance, 
even within activities for which the same government department is nominally responsible. This 
becomes even more striking when the thirteen questions around visual art are contrasted with the 
single question of whether people go to the pub. A reconfiguring of the survey to balance out the 
focus here ĐŽƵůĚĂůůŽǁŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĞǀĞƌyday lives.͒Having said that, it 
is impossible for a survey to cover everything, and for TPS to increase its coverage of some activities 
ƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚĐŽŵĞĂƚƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨĚĞĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ǁŝƚŚdW^ ?ůŽŶŐŝƚƵĚŝŶĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŝƚƐŝŶĨĂŶĐǇĂŶĚ
overall declining participation rates in face-to-face surveys such changes are not without risk. This is 
not helped by the relative unpopularity of a large number of activities one might want to include in a 
national survey on participation. If activities are particular to local areas, have particular names and 
local signatures, and so on, a survey of around 10,000 people is unlikely to generate good estimates 
of the popularity and predictors of these activities
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. This is not to say that reorienting the survey is 
hopeless; rather, that a national survey is not a magic bullet for identifying all aspects of 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŝŵĞƵƐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐĂƌĞĂŶĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞĨŽƌƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ?ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇĂŶĚƌĂŶŐĞ ?
but have their own problem of measuring activities that people only participate in occasionally. 
Qualitative studies prŽǀŝĚĞĨĂƌŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞďƌĞĂĚƚŚĂŶĚĨƌĞƋƵĞŶĐǇŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ
participation, but in order to generate a nationally representative picture the associated costs would 
be colossal.  
The context, however, is not limited to estimating the fractions of people with particular 
participation styles. Research is commissioned to estimate the value of culture, using various 
different measurements [Crossick and Kaszynska, 2014]. Where the value of culture is estimated, 
and estimated in work commissioned by the relevant government department [Marsh et al., 2010], 
 “ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ŝƐĂƐŚŽƌƚŚĂŶĚĨŽƌ “ƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞ-ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƐĞĐƚŽƌ ? ?/ŶƚŚĞƐĞĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐ ?ĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞƐŽĨ
made of the direction and magnitude of relationships between state-supported activities and 
various beneficial outcomes  W happiness, better health, and so on  W fairly uniformly, these estimates 
are positive, presenting a justification for continued state support. Meanwhile, other activities are 
excluded from estimates, and because these activities are excluded, there is no discussion of 
whether they should start being state-supported because of their relationships with beneficial 
outcomes, as these outcomes are not estimated at all. In an environment where, for example, 
spending more time at the pub is associated with better health [Miles and Sullivan, 2012], there is a 
clear argument for integrating more activities into analyses of participation, and in order for these to 
be viable and thorough, relevant questions must also be included in national surveys such as TPS. In 
that way, the sociological framework adopted in existing DCMS and ACE work can be extended to 
incorporate such activities, the construction of participation groups can be changed, and the 
associations with memberships can be unpacked.  
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 This is not a criticism of the funders of TPS; estimates of sport in particular have been captured by 
the much larger-N Active People Survey, and earlier waves of TPS had larger sample sizes.  
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